AMENDMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R. §1.116 Attorney Docket No, : Q76744 

Application No.: 10/679,445 

REMARKS 

As a preliminary matter, Applicants thank the Examiner for withdrawing the objections 
to the drawings and claims as set forth in the previous Office Action. 

Claims 23-42 are all the claims pending in the present application. In summary, the 
Examiner maintains the same rejections of these claims as set forth in the previous Office 
Action. Specifically, claims 23-25, 27-28, 31-34, 36-37 and 40-42 remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Kitamura (Domain Name Auto- 
Registration for Plugged-in IPv6 Nodes, http://tools.ietf.org/html/draft-ietf-dnsext-ipv6-name- 
auto-reg~00.txt , dated 12/02/2002) in view of Borella (US 2003/0229697). Claims 26 and 35 
remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Kitamura in view 
of Borella and further in view of Thomson et al (IPv6 Stateless Address Autoconfiguration, 
http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2462.txt . dated December 1998, hereafter Thomson). Claims 29-30 
and 38-39 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Kitamura in view of Borella and further in view of Xarten et al (Neighbor Discovery for IP 
Version 6 (IPv6), RFC 2461, http ://www. ietf. org/rfc/rfc246 1 .txt. dated 12/1998, hereafter 
Narten). 

§ 103(a) Rejections (Kitamura/Borellai - Claims 23-25, 27, 28, 31-34, 36, 37 and 40.-42 
Claims 23-25, 27, 28, 31-34, 36, 37 and 40-42 are rejected for the same reasons set forth 

in the previous Office Action, and the Examiner adds new arguments in the Response to 

Arguments section of the present Office Action. 

With respect to independent claim 23, Applicants submit that the applied references, 

either alone or in combination, do not disclose or suggest at least, "wherein the first message is a 

neighbor solicitation (NS) message requiring a duplicate address detection (DAD)," as recited in 
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amended claim 23 1 . The Examiner alleges that Borella, see [0045] lines 1-9, discloses "a first 

message that contains both the first address and domain name". However, in fact, Borella 

discloses, see [0045] lines 1-9, 

The home agent 310 may men perform a DNS update to the local. 
DNS 306 indicating that the domain name "server.xyz.com" may 
now be mapped to the assigned server's IP address. To do that, the 
home agent 310 sends a DNS update message 362 including the 
domain name "server.xyz.com" and the IP address of 
"149.112.150.101." When die DNS 306 receives the DNS update 
message 362, it may create a mapping between the specified 
domain name and the IP address. 

Thus, Applicants submit that the claimed "first message" in Claim 23 does not 
correspond to a "DNS update .message 362" at least, based on the following reasons. First, the 
claimed "first message" can be, for example, for performing a DAD and the "DNS update 
message 362" in Borella is for performing a DNS update, and, as obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art, a DAD and a DNS update are different processes. Second, the claimed "first message" 
can be, for example, transmitted by a Host, whereas the "DNS update message 362" in Borella is 
transmitted by a Home Agent (refer to [0045] lines 1-9 of Borella). Essentially, "Host" and 
"Home Agent"" are totally different from each other because "Host" can mean, for example, a 
mobile node identified by an IP address, whereas "Home Agent" means "a router on a mobile 
node's home link with which the mobile node has registered its current care-of address." (refer to 
the enclosed first document "RFC 3775", Page 10). Third, in the enclosed second document 
"3GPP2 X.S001 1-002-C", "a first message", i.e., the "NS message" in Claim 1 and "DNS update 
message 362" in Borella are separately used. (Refer to 3GPP2 X.S001 1-002-C, pages 9 and 29). 

At least based on the foregoing, Applicants submit that claim 23 is patentably 
distinguishable over the applied references, either alone or in combination. 

- Applicants do not believe that this amendment requires further search and/or consideration. 
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Applicants similarly amend claim 33 and submit that this claim is patentable at least 
based on reasons similar to those set forth above with respect to claim 23. 

Applicants submit that claims ,24, 25, 27, 28, 31, 32, 34, 36, 37 and 40-42 are patentable 

at least by virtue of their respective dependency from independent claims 23 and 33. 

§1Q3M Rejections (Kitqmura/BgreUa/Narten) - Claims 29, 30. 38 and 39 
With respect to claim 29, Applicants previously argued that the applied references, either 

alone or in combination, do not disclose or suggest at least, "(e) in operation (d), if it is 

determined that the second address is duplicative, transmitting a second message requiring a 

change of the first address, to the first host," as recited in claim 29. In response, the Examiner 

alleges: 

There is no such a message that is "requiring a change of the first 
address." In the context of DNS IP address and domain name 
registration, a message can only contain information such as 
duplicative address so that the receiving end can receive the 
message and extracts the information for processing. It is not up to 
the message to decide which process will be carried out at the 
receiving end; in contrast, it is the receiving end that decides what 
to do with the extracted information from the message. 

Furthermore, one skilled in the art can appreciate that the extracted 
information, in this case the duplicative address, can be used by the 
receiving end for many purposes, such as changing, copying, 
adding to a list, deleting from a list, modifying (add or remove 
some information), or doing nothing at all, etc. These processes 
are all well known in the art. 

In response, Applicants maintain the previously submitted argument and also traverse the 
Examiner's assertion that duplicative addresses can be used by a receiving end for many 
purposes including, for example, an operation of transmitting a second message requiring a 
change of the first address to a first host if it is determined that a second address is duplicative. 
The Examiner simply states that this is well known in the art. However, there is no teaching or 
suggestion in any of the applied references of this particular feature. Since this particular feature 
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appears to not be satisfied by any of the applied references, Applicants submit that claims 29 and 
38 are patentably distinguishable over the applied references, either alone or in combination. 

Further, Applicants submit that the applied references do not disclose or suggest at least, 
"wherein the first message is a neighbor solicitation (NS) message requiring a duplicate address 
detection (DAD)," as recited in amended claim 29 and similarly recited in claim 38. 

Applicants submit that dependent claims 30 and 39 are patentable by virtue of their 

respective dependencies from claims 29 and 38. 

§103 (a) Rejections (Kitamiira/Boretta/Thomson) - Claims 26 and 35 
With respect to claim independent claims 26 and 35, Applicants submit that the applied 

references do not disclose or suggest at least, "wherein the first message is a neighbor solicitation 

(NS) message requiring a duplicate address detection (DAD)," as recited in amended claim 26 

and similarly recited in claim 35. 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 

to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 

Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 

kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the ielephone number listed below. 
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The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account, 

Respectfully submitted, 



SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsimile; (202) 293-7860 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

23373 

CUSTOMER NUMBER 



Diallo T. Crenshaw 
Registration No. 52,778 



Date: July 11,2007 
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